REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

This application has been carefully reviewed in view of the Office Action dated 
December 16, 2005. Claims 1-21 are pending. 

Claims 1-4 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Nichols (USPN 3630369). The Office Action states that claims 1-4 and 7 are 
anticipated by Nichols. However, in order to find Nichols an anticipatory reference, the 
Office Action must ignore language in claim 1 stating that the pump draws fluid from the 
cleaning solution basin through the filter system for return to the basin after the cleaning 
solution has been filtered. Nichols fails to disclose this feature of claim 1 as Nichols 
does not disclose a pump that draws fluid through the filter system from the cleaning 
solution basin. On the contrary, Nichols pushes fluid through the filter system. 

Claim 3 has been amended to further define that the aperture in the bucket is 
located towards the bottom of the basin. The aperture in the reservoir 28 through which 
pipe 46 extends is located towards the top of the reservoir 28. Thus, the first hose of 
the claim cannot be the hose 62 of Nichols which extends through the top opening of 
the bucket, as stated by the Office Action. 

Claims 8-9 and 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nichols (USPN 3630369) in view of Brennan et al. (UPSN 6560815). As 
mentioned above, Nichols fails to anticipate claim 1. The Office Action additionally 
admits that Nichols fails to teach using a bucket with two separate compartments. With 
respect to claim 8, the Office Action states that Brennan teaches a mop bucket with 
separate compartments (7 and 9; one compartment for dirty water and the other for 
clean (col. 6, lines 22-28)) and a wringer (15) suspended over one of the compartments, 
and indicates that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use the filter system of Nichols on Brennan's bucket so 
as to avoid contamination of the clean water when rinsing the mop and to use the filter 
system as taught by Nichols with the cleaning mop bucket as taught by Brennan so that 
dirty water in one compartment can be collected, filtered and dispersed in to the other 
compartment. However, there is absolutely no explicit or inherent suggestion in the 
references, either individually or combined, that provides the alleged motivations. There 
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is absolutely no concern in Brennan with filtering the 'dirty' cleaning fluid since Brennan 
has a compartment for containing dirty cleaning fluid and a compartment for providing 
clean solution. Thus, the Office Action's alleged motivation that a filtering system is 
necessary to avoid contamination does not exist. There is no suggestion or motivation 
in Nichols for having more than one compartment since the single compartment of 
Nichols serves the intended purpose. The only motivation to combine Brennan with 
Nichols comes from the Office Action's desire to use Brennan to provide elements that 
the Office Action admits are missing in Nichols. 

In regard to claim 9, neither of the references discloses a pump drawing cleaning 
solution from a first fluid basin through a filter system and into a second fluid basin. 

With respect to claim 16, the Office Action ignored language in claim 16 that 
states that the pump draws fluid from the first fluid basin through the filter system for 
and into a second fluid basin after the fluid has been filtered. Nichols fails to disclose 
this feature of claim 16 as Nichols does not disclose a pump that draws fluid through the 
filter system from the cleaning solution basin. On the contrary, Nichols pushes fluid 
through the filter system. The references also fail to render obvious the language of 
claim 16 with respect to the first and second fluid basins for the reasons outlined above 
with respect to claim 8. 

Claims 1-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gadgil (USPN 6464884) in view of Brennan et al. (UPSN 6560815). With respect to 
claims 1-21, the Office Action ignores claim language directed to cleaning solution and 
focuses solely on water. The Office Action admits Gadgil fails to teach using the filter 
system on a mop bucket with separate compartments. However, there is absolutely no 
explicit or inherent suggestion in the references, either individually or combined, that 
provides the alleged motivation to combine Gadgil and Brennan outlined by the Office 
Action. There is absolutely no concern in Brennan with filtering the 'dirty' cleaning fluid 
since Brennan has separate compartments for containing dirty cleaning fluid and clean 
cleaning solution. Thus, the Office Action's alleged motivation that a filtering system is 
necessary to avoid contamination does not exist. Brennan is directed to mop wringing, 
not filtering cleaning solution for re-use. The only motivation to combine Gadgil with 
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Brennan comes from the Office Action's desire to use Brennan to provide elements that 
the Office Action admits are missing in Gadgil. Gadgil is directed to a portable water 
treatment unit for treating contaminated drinking water supplies in order to provide 
potable water for human consumption while Brennan is directed to mop squeezing. 
Gadgil and Brennan are neither in the same field of endeavor nor are they directed to 
solving the same problem. Filtering cleaning solution for re-use is the furthest thing 
imaginable from Gadgil's function in cleaning contaminated water for consumption and 
Brennan is not at all concerned with filtering dirty cleaning solution. Gadgil specifically 
teaches away from returning de-contaminated water to the same container 12 from 
which it came. The prior art must be directed to either the same field of endeavor or 
solving the same problem in the same way. This is something completely ignored by 
the Office Action. The Office Action has failed to provide any support for its assumption 
that the system of Gadgil would even be able to function with a cleaning solution other 
than water. The Office Action states that the intended use of Gadgil is irrelevant. 
However, the modification of Gadgil by Brennan must not render Gadgil unsuitable for 
its intended purpose. See In re Gordon, 733 F.2d 900, 902, 221 USPQ 1 125,1 127 
(Fed. Cir. 1984). It is quite clear that substituting Brennan's features for Gadgil's would 
render Gadgil unsuitable for its intended purposes. 

Claims 1-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bosko et al. (USPN 5004535) in view of Brennan et al. (UPSN 6560815). With respect 
to claims 1-21 , the Office Action ignores claim language directed to cleaning solution 
and focuses solely on water. The Office Action admits Gadgil fails to teach using the 
filter system on a mop bucket with separate compartments. However, there is 
absolutely no explicit or inherent suggestion in the references, either individually or 
combined, that provides the alleged motivation to combine Bosko and Brennan outlined 
by the Office Action. There is absolutely no concern in Brennan with filtering the 'dirty' 
cleaning fluid since Brennan has separate compartments for containing dirty cleaning 
fluid and clean cleaning solution. Thus, the Office Action's alleged motivation that a 
filtering system is necessary to avoid contamination does not exist. The only motivation 
to combine Bosko with Brennan comes from the Office Action's desire to use Brennan 
to provide elements that the Office Action admits are missing in Bosko. Bosko is 
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directed to a water purification system in order to de-contaminate water for human 
consumption while Brennan is directed to mop squeezing. Bosko and Brennan are 
neither in the same field of endeavor nor are they directed to solving the same problem. 
Filtering cleaning solution for re-use is the furthest thing imaginable from Bosko's 
function in purifying water contaminated water and Brennan is not concerned with 
filtering dirty cleaning solution. Bosko specifically teaches away from returning de- 
contaminated water to the source from which it came. In fact, Bosko specifically 
teaches that waste water is produced that would not go into the same compartment 
from which it came or go into the same compartment with the filtered water. This differs 
from the present invention where all fluid passing through the filter system is re-used. 
The prior art must be directed to either the same field of endeavor or solving the same 
problem in the same way. This is something completely ignored by the Office Action. 
The Office Action has failed to provide any support for its assumption that the system of 
Bosko would be able to function with a cleaning solution instead of water. The Office 
Action states that the intended use of Bosko is irrelevant. However, the modification of 
Bosko by Brennan must not render Bosko unsuitable for its intended purpose. See In re 
Gordon, 733 F.2d 900, 902, 221 USPQ 1125,1127 (Fed. Cir. 1984). It is quite clear that 
substituting Brennan's features for Bosko's would indeed render Bosko unsuitable for its 
intended purposes. 
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CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing, it is submitted that the application, as now presented, is 
in condition for allowance, notice of which is respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 



KELLY LOWRY & KELLEY, LLP 



By: 
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Woodland Hills, CA 91367 
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